
.» . <* .. As now proposed, I feel Fhilip Morris products are at a substantial 

_ " •' disadvantage. It is on this basis I have stated my comments in the 

form of objections to the proposal as I understand it now stands under 
the date of September 29, 1970. 
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This report lists a number of observations on the current negotiations 
with the FTC. However, one item is of utmost importance, and it is 
imperative that it be corrected. That is the matter of the singular 
exemption of Point-of-Sate materials from'the tar and nicotine listing 
requirements. 

Originally, outdoor advertising and point-of-sale advertising were scheduled 
to be excluded, and treating those two media: similarly seemed! consistent. 
Outdoor, but not point-of-sale, was subsequently included with: other media 
for the required listings. 

The singular exemption of point-of-sale is a tremendous disadvantage to 
Philip.Morris. R. Jl Reynolds, with its thousands of carton and single¬ 
pack racks advertising their brands and with'their vastly larger sales 
force, would enjoy a dramatic advantage over us. This point-of-safe 
exemption is tailored: for Reynolds. 

How cani there be a Logical distinction between an indoor sign and an 
outdoor sign? - 

Any agreement by Philip. Morris to an industry proposal that singles: out 
point-of-sale as an exemption would be destructive to our marketing 
efforts and under no circumstances should be considered. 


- * I recommend that all point-of-sale materials, without^d-}s crimination, be 
£;‘v/ included in the listing requirements. 
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cc: MessrsiJ J. G. Bowling, T. F. Ahrensfeld, D. R. Hardy, W. W. Shinn 
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] ^:^.*ps://www.industrydocuments. ucsf.ec l u/d ocg/rydjOOOP 
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